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REMARKS 



The Kami nut has rejected Claims 1 1, S-o 1<> 1 *»- 1 o 1^-20 25-26, and 34- >S 
undet 3"> I S (. l'H{a) as being unpatentable over Doub (L S Patent \o o^°l,7<>2), hi 
\tev\ oil unsford el at (I ' S Patent No o bS4 >^fi) and tn ibtther \reu of I ogan (I S 
Patent \o <\o3\ 21 ) 

1 o establish a pinna facie case of ob\ iousnes$, three baste utteua must be met 
Fust, there must be some suggestion os moti\atton eithet in the refesenc-es themsekes oi 
m the know ledge general! \ a\adahle to one of ordinary skill m the att to modify the 
rdeietKe or io combine rdeiencc teachings Second thcie must be a reasonable 
expectation of success Fmalh, the pitoi <nt reference {or references w hen combined) 
must teach oi sugucst all the claim limitations 1 he teaching Oi suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the seasonable expectation ol success must both be iouml in the 
prior as t and not based on applicant <; drsdosuie line I mlL "4 7 F 2d 488, 20 rM'02d 
1438 fFed.Cir.J991). 

With respect to the fit si element of ihc prima Ah h cast- of ohstousness and, in 
particular the ob-* iouvness of combining the afoiementsoncd iefeienccs the l\atmnei 
has argued that it -would ha\i been 1 ih\ioiis to combine Doub v\ith I unsfotd * to tncludi 
the Bluetooth aiettmg ot ( utisfoid et al ui the Astern of Doub, and that the 
v [m joti\ auon to do so would base been to deter the theft and pies em inad\ orient 
abandonment of various pot table de\ sees (see I unsford et al Col 2 Stnes 37-47) ' lo 
the t unitary applicant respectfully asserts that it would not ha\ c been obyjous to 
combine the teachings oi the Doub and I unsford icfeicnces especially m \iew oi the 
\ ast cy idence to the contraix 

If a proposed modification would rendei the puoi att [mention betna modi lied 
unsatisfactory for its intended pin pose, then there ts no suggestion ot moti\ation to nuke 
the pi oposed modification hi u bunion ~nF2d°00 22U JsPQ 112^ {Fed Cn 
1984). Thus, the claimed combination cannot change the principle of operation of the 



primary reference or render the reference inoperable for its intended purpose See MPEP 
§ 2143.01. 

In particular, in the Office Action dated 08/18/06, the Examiner admitted that 
"Daub clearly and expressly teaches a handheld security system which is maintained 
between "an electronic device and a remote device" (abstract line l)." The Examiner 
further noted that "[tjhe entire disclosure relates to a system in which one device is 
controlled by one control unit te g Co! I, line 4o to Col 2, line io. Pig 1} " Additionally, 
the I \ammei admitted that '[njot on)\ is there no disclosure that a device is registered 
with more than one control unit, such teaching would appear to be logically inconsistent 
with Ooub as Doub's control unit would be inoperable to control the device if the device 
were registered with other control units seeking to control the device" ( See page 10 of 
the Office Action dated 08 18 0{>-emphasis added). 

However, applicant respectfully asserts that Lunsford teaches "a method and 
system for effecting a security system upon LM!ii{d?..dv^vi.ces" and that '"[tjhe invention 
provides tor multiple devices to respond as authorized members of a security web such 
that each devjee acts as a ep~mpnit^ within the web" (see Col. 2, lines .37-41 , 

and Figures 1 -4 - emphasis added) Lunstord further teaches that "j'ejach device 
periodically polls for the presence of aH the .ptjier.devjce§ in the piconet and if the signal 
from any device is not detected by any other device in the piconet then ail devices sound 
an alarm" (Col lines 42-45 ~ emphasis added). Thus, because Lunsford clearly 
teaches multiple devices where eacJideyice polls ajj. other devices, the devices in 
Lunsford are clearly registered with other devices. 

Therefore, since Doub discloses a device that is only registered with a single 
control unit, and the control unit of D<mb would be inoperable to eouttol the device j Rho- 
des ice were registered to mote than one control unit, as admitted hs the Examiner, it is 
clear that modify ing the dc\ ice of Doub aeeosding to the system of Lunsford. in which a 
device is registered with multiple other, devices, would render the invention of Doub 
unsatisfactory for tts intended purpose fo emphasize, because the bxamincr has 



admitted that ' Doub\s contioi unit would be ino perable to oonUul tijtr de s see tf the 
device VvCic tegtstued with othu eonttol units seeking to contioi the de^ ice" (emphasis 
added) and i unsfoiJ tea dies mil! tipie Je\ ices polling other devices the r^amineCs 
P toposcd combination of the Doub and Lunt>tbtd tefen.net us lmptopt't undct In >c 
(yordoft. 

\ddiwmi\l\\ applicant lespcctfuliv assctts that the thud clement of the 
tat k> case of ohv iousness has also not been met bv the puoi art e\cerpts relied on bv the 
fxammer For example, with respect to the independent claims, the r\ammei has lehed 
on Col "\ hues f >-L\ and Col S lmes ,?S-4 ( '> from Lunsfoid to make a prior art showing 
of applicant's claimed technique "whet cm the eotiuoi unit includes a eonttol unit display 
the contioi unit display being configmed to dispbn Habituation associated with the 
device when it is determined that the device is not withm the range of com mum c a ti on s nt 
the contioi unit ' (see tins 01 simiiat but not neeessanh identical language in the 
i n dependen t el ai ms). 

\pplicant jespectfuliv asserts that Col 7, lines "-! 5 fiom LimsfouL as lelied on 
b\ the I xaminer, mcieh teaches that 'upon the detetmination oi <t non-authon/ed loss of 
pro\imits an e\ ent is initiated upon at least oik dev ice in the secutm web ' and that 
"[t]ht event initiated nuv \ai\ width with examples bemu the activation of audio and 
visual alarms the actuation ami deactivation of usei pte~determuied devices ami the 
transmission of communications to a de\ ice outside of the setuutv web" (Col 7 lines 
1^ emphasis added) I low la u on!\ genemlb disclosing mat visual alarms mav he 
initiated upon the loss of pioMmitv of a device, as in Lunsfoid, in no wav specificailv 
suggests that 'the eonttol unit includes a control unit display the control unit display 
being confirmed to display infoimatiou associated with the de\ ice w hen it is Jeter mined 
that the dc\ iec is not uuhm the tanye ot communications of the contioi unit ' (sec at least 
snbstantfallv the same subject mattei in each of the independent claim s-emphasis added), 
a» claimed bv applicant Simph indicating that a y i»uai aiaim may be initiated as in 
1 unsfonf simph fails to meet display |mgj mfoimation associated with the de\ ice " vm 
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"a control unit display" (see at least substantially the same subject matter in each of the 
independent claims-emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

Additionally, Col. 8, lines 45-49 from Lunsford, as relied on by the Examiner, 
simplv teaches that "an\ do wee which loses contact with all othe; deuces of the pscouet 
displays the owners name, address, and telephone number and then locks itself from 
fuiihu ust. uutti such time as a password ts entered into the dcuct." {emphasis addid) 
Howes er, displacing the owner's name addiess, and telephone number on the deuce 
which has tost contact with all other deuces, as hi I unsfoid m no wax suggests that' the 
eormol unit includes a control umr dtsplav, the control umt dsspiax being configured to 
displn mfonnation associated v\ ith the device when it is detet mined that the de\ ice is 
not vofhtn the tange oi communications of the conOol unit ' (see at least substantial the 
same subject matter in each of the independent chums-emphasis added) as claimed b\ 
applicant I leas I \ displaung the ounefs iniotmatiou on the dev tee w inch has lost 
contact, as in Lunsford, fails to suggest 'display [ing] information associated vuth the 
deuce' ua '"a control umt display ' (see at least snbstanttalh the same subject mattes in 
each of the independent claims-emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

In addition, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has again relied 
on Col 7 lines o_}s and t ol S lines >S- i (> m 1 unsiotd to make a prior ait showing of 
applicant's claimed technique w heietn the de\ ice includes a de\ ice dispias the de\ ilo 
displas being configured to dthplas mtoimattou associated with the control unit when it is 
determined that the deuce is not within the tange of communications of the eonuol unit' 
tsee this oj similar, but not necessaitlv identical language m the independent clatmst 

\pplicam jespeetfullx asseits that, as at uued above the excerpts relied on b\ the 
f ^ ami net onb genet alls disclose that usual alatms max be initiated upon the loss of 
pro\jvnn\ of a deuce ami that the owner s name address and telephone mimbei <iie 
disputed ou the de\ ice which has lost contact with all othei deuces f IcarK onh 
generalK disehistng usual alanns, along with dtsplaung information on the de\ ice which 
has lost contact with all othei deuces as in Lunsford fails to meet applicant's claimed 
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technique "'wherein the device includes a device display, the device display being 
configured to display information associated with the control unit when it is determined 
that the device is not within the range of communications of the control imif" (see at least 
substantially the same subject matter in each of the independent claims-emphasis added), 
as claimed. 

Further, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Co!. 2, 
lines 30-63; and Col. 6, lines 41-53 from Logan to make a prior art showing of 
applicant's claimed technique "wherein the device is configured to periodically send the 
identifying signal utilizing a period of time which is configured based on movements of 
an owner" (see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent 
claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpts relied on by the Examiner merely 
teach {hat "Blue Tooth chips could be integrated into a small device (here called a 
v badge' } w hose prime function is to indicate position and which can be. . . placed on or 
near stationary devices, such as the Palm docking station, or the ceil phone recbarger, 
with which Bluetooth devices or things bearing other Bluetooth badges could link to at 
times" (Col. 6, lines 47-53 - emphasis added) In addition, the excerpts relied on by the 
Examiner teach that ; "[a]ithough the Bluetooth chips in these devices may be primarily 
intended for different functions, they can play a useful role in the position monitoring and 
notification system contemplated by the present invention" t'Coi 2, lines 59-62 - 
emphasis added). However; using Blue Tooth chips to indicate position and for position 
monitoring, as in Logan, fails to even suggest "a period of time which is configured 
based on movements of an owner;" let alone that " the device is configured to 
periodically send the identifying sig nal utilizing a period of time which is configured 
based on movements of an owner" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 



